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JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 
Jurisdiction is conferred on this Court pursuant to Utah 
R.App.P.Rule 3 and Section 78-2a-3(2)(i). 
STATEMENT OF ISSUES 
!• Whether the court's decision considered Ms. Metcalf's 
employment potential, probable earnings, occupation qualifications 
and prevailing earnings for persons of similar background, when 
imputing income to her? 
The standard of review is abuse of discretion. 78-45-7.5 (7b); 
Hall v.Hall 219 UAR 29. 
II* Whether the court's decision considered the financial 
conditions and needs of defendant, and her ability to produce 
income, and the ability of plaintiff to pay, in fashioning alimony 
for defendant? 
The standard of review is clear abuse of discretion, Schindler 
v.Schindler, 776 P2d 84. 
III. Whether the court's decision considered the correct 
incomes in fashioning guideline child support? 
The standard of review is if the court abused its discretion. 
Purfee v.Purfee, 140 UAR at 43. 
IV. Whether the court awarded defendant ( 1/2 ) one-half of 
the retirement account available for division? 
The standard of review is Sec.30-3-5, if the court abused its 
discretion. Barnes v. Barnes, 217 UAR at 30. 
V. Whether the decision awarding no attorney fees to 
defendant was within the sound discretion of the court? 
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The Standard of review is abuse of discretion. Sec.30-3-3; 
Crouse v. Crouse, 817 P2d 836. 
NO DETERMINATIVE PROVISIONS 
There appears to be no determinative provisions. 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
A. Nature of the case 
A bench trial of this divorce, custody, and property 
distribution case was held June 11, 1993, R.153-224 and June 
14, 1993. (R.225-248). 
B. Course of proceedings 
Plaintiff's complaint was filed June 15,1992, R.2-4; 
answer and counterclaim filed Oct. 5, 1992, R.27-31; Order on 
Order to show cause entered Dec. 10, 1992, R.73-78. 
C. Disposition at trial court 
The Court's Ruling is at R.225-248. 
Amended Findings and Conclusions R.112-121 and Amended 
Decree R.122-128_entered; notice of appeal filed R.137-138; QDRO 
signed November 2, 1993. (Last document in the file). 
STATEMENT OP PACTS 
1. Defendant's Exhibit 4 was not received in evidence 
(R.174-175); however, plaintiff agreed to the retirement balance 
amount of $67,399.15 and the loan balance amount of $11,365.22. 
2. Plaintiff and defendant were married February 10, 1976. 
They separated about June 5, 1992. Two children were born to this 
union, Steven dob April 5, 1978; and Jeremy dob December 1, 1980. 
Defendant was awarded temporary custody of the two minor children 
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by the Order (R.73) and awarded permanent custody by the Amended 
Decree (R.123). Plaintiff has been paying child support according 
to the guidelines. Plaintiff is 41 years old, dob October 30, 
1952. Defendant is 35 years old, dob Oct.27,1958. 
3. They bought a house in Salt Lake County. The monthly 
mortgage payments were $460.00 on the mortgage (R.54). 
A. Plaintiff has been employed since May 1980 with 
Central Valley Water Reclamation Facility, over 13 years. His 
monthly income at the time of the divorce was about $2231.00. 
plaintiff's Exhibit 6 shows pay roll stubs; he is paid every 2 
weeks; his gross income, deductibles, and net are about 
$ 93.20 federal taxes 
33.82 state taxes 
398.77 to ORS for child support etc. 
179.56 payments on $20,000.00 loan for retirement debt 
1.00 flower fund 
$706.35 deductibles 
$317.57 net disposable to plaintiff 
B. During the marriage defendant worked as a waitress, 
did floral designing at home, trained for marketing director 
(R.157-160). 
There is no physical reason Ms. Metcalf can't work full 
time (R.181-182). 
4. The Order on Order to Show Cause was entered December 10, 
1992 providing, among other things, for plaintiff to pay child 
support of $404.00 per month and also to pay Ms. Metcalf $460.00 
per month for her to pay the mortgage payments so long as she 
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resided in the home and hold plaintiff harmless from any liability 
on said mortgage (R.73-77). 
Prior to this Order, the $460.00 per month was being paid 
by plaintiff and he was current on the mortgage (R.54). 
Regarding the Order, Mrs. Metcalf occupied the house 
(R.215-216) but did not pay the $460.00 per month mortgage payments 
for a period of six (6) months, January through June 1993 (R.159; 
R. 169-170); and the house was sold in June 1993 (R.180-181); and 
closed about July 1993 (R.159-160). 
5. Mr. and Mrs. Metcalf borrowed $10,000.00 in 1990 and 
$10,000.00 in 1991 from his retirement fund at Central Valley 
(R.189-191). The first $10,000.00 "was completely shot" (R.191). 
The next $10,000.00 was used to buy a refrigerator, carpet and 
linoleum for the house, a truck, pay off some bills, and Mrs. 
Metcalf went to Las Vegas and Disneyland with the children (R.189-
191) . 
A. Mr. Metcalf has been paying the monthly payments of 
$359.12 on their $20,000.00 loan (R.191; Plaintiff's Ex. 6). 
B. By the Court: What's the value of your retirement 
at the present time, sir? I believe it is around $67,000.00 
(R.199-200). The balance is $67,399.15, and the loan balance is 
$11,365.22 on the $20,000.00 loan (R.174-175). 
C. Plaintiff's retirement was and is funded by the 
employer putting in 27% of his gross salary. (R.197-198). 
6. For child support the Court used the monthly gross income 
of $2231.00 for plaintiff; and imputed monthly income to defendant 
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of $1019.00 as follows: $112 imputed as weekly wages, plus $25 a 
day tips for five days being $125.00, for a total of $237.00 times 
4.3 weeks per month for the sum of $1019.00. Child support being 
$402.00 per month. (Ruling at R.235-237). 
7. Defendant's counsel: I took this case with the 
understanding that I would not be receiving monies from her, and 
with the standing that upon the close of the case, perhaps I would 
be reimbursed my reasonable and necessary fees. (R.217-218). 
8. Mrs. Metcalf requested of the court at trial that 
plaintiff should be required to borrow money, for her, from the 
retirement fund (R.216-217). 
The Court declined to have the plaintiff borrow further 
against his retirement (Ruling R.239). 
9. The personal property was distributed in accordance with 
Ex.1; except defendant also got the gas barbecue and plaintiff 
also got the GTO automobile parts (Ruling R.239-240). The personal 
property items on Exhibit 1 were given values by Mr. Metcalf 
(R.199-209; 212-213). 
SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 
The court examined plaintiff at (R.199-209; 212-214) and 
defendant at (R.180-182). 
1. The Court's decision properly imputed to defendant at 
least $1019.00 income per month . "There is no physical or 
emotional reason she cannot work full time * * * the testimony is 
that Mrs. Metcalf has worked in the past and has the ability to 
work full time." I'm not satisfied that Ms.Metcalf has made a 
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diligent effort to find work in an area that she has experience and 
talent in *** a waitress working full time can make pretty good 
money *** she has those skills and worked that area in the past *** 
Ms. Metcalf has the ability *** and can do that if she chooses to 
find employment (Ruling R.235-237). 
2. The Court's decision considered the financial conditions 
and needs of defendant (Ruling R.244-245) , and her ability to work 
full time and produce income (Ruling R.235-237), and the Court 
considered the ability of plaintiff to pay alimony. ( See 
plaintiff's disposable net income of about $317.57 every two weeks 
at Exhibit 6). I look at the income of the parties *** length of 
the marriage *** ability of the party who has more income to pay 
*** and the needs of the party seeking alimony *** and evaluate all 
those things (Ruling R.244) . The Court awarded alimony to defendant 
of $100.00 per month. 
A. The court probably considered the demeanor and 
credibility of Mrs. Metcalf. Credibility determinations are within 
the sound discretion of the trial court *** the trial court alone 
can assess the demeanor and relative credibility of the witnesses 
**** we accord its actions broad deference DfAston v. Aston, 201 
UAR at 64. Some of her evidence and testimony may have 
preponderated against her. 
B. (1) She violated the Order (R.73) by not paying the 
$460.00 mortgage house payments for 6 months (2) she added this 
debt of $460.00 per month to her living expenses of $1776.67, and 
property taxes and home owner's insurance (see defendant's Exhibit 
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3). (3) Were some amounts on Ex.3 somewhat misused by Mrs. 
Metcalf? (4) She testified that property taxes on the house have 
not been paid for over two years (R.170). (5) She appeared 
satisfied with working 20 hours a week when she elected to work. 
(6) She insisted that plaintiff be required to borrow money, for 
her, against his retirement (R.216). The court; "I decline to 
have the plaintiff borrow further against his retirement **** If 
Mrs. Metcalf wants to invade the retirement that she is entitled to 
a share of, sobeit. She can. *** She'll have her half which is a 
reasonably substantial amount which ought to be saved for 
retirement. If either party chooses to invade it, sobeit. They'll 
have to take care of it themselves (Ruling R.239). 
C. Mrs. Metcalf's counsel has a lien (Sec.78-51-41) 
against her 1/2 share of the retirement amount of $67,399.15. 
Counsel can be paid in full by and through Mrs. Metcalf. 
3. The Court used plaintiff's gross income of $22 31.00 per 
month and imputed $1019.00 income per month to defendant for the 
purpose of determining guideline child support of $402.00. 
4. In accord with Woodward v. Woodward, 656 P.2d 431 and 
the Internal Revenue Code, the Court by the Amended Decree (R.122) 
and the QDR0 (in the File) assigned to defendant Fifty percent of 
the participant's value of the amount of the retirement as of July 
12, 1993, under the terms of the plan upon the participant's 
retirement. 
7 
The retirement account balance is $67,399.15 available 
for division. The loan balance of $11,365.22 is due and owing on 
the $20,000.00 loan to be paid by Mr. Metcalf. 
The Amended Decree orders that Mr. Metcalf shall continue 
to pay the loan amount borrowed from the retirement plan and hold 
Mrs. Metcalf harmless therefrom (R.126). 
QUERY: If plaintiff dies leaving the $11,365.22 loan 
balance unpaid, then his estate is docked said amount from his one-
half. Defendant gets her one-half untouched upfront of the 
$67,399.15. She pays no part of the $11,365.22. 
5. The Court decided that each party pay their own costs and 
attorney fees (Decree R.126). The Court considered, "Its 
impossible to make two households out of one with the same amount 
of income. It just cannot be done * * * and I can't create money 
where there is none. * * * It is just not possible. * * * There is 
never enough money to go around." (Ruling R.231). "However, I'm 
satisfied there is no physical or emotional reason she cannot work 
full time. * * * Mrs. Metcalf has worked in the past and has the 
ability to work full time." (Ruling R.235). 
DETAIL OF THE ARGUMENT 
THE COURT'S DECISION CONSIDERED DEFENDANT'S EMPLOYMENT 
POTENTIAL, PROBABLE EARNINGS, OCCUPATION QUALIFICATIONS, 
AND PREVAILING EARNINGS FOR PERSONS OF SIMILAR BACKGROUND 
IN IMPUTING INCOME TO HER. 
1. During the marriage, Mrs. Metcalf had worked as a 
waitress, did floral designing, some baby sitting, (R.157) and 
trained for marketing director (R.160). 
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2. The Court correctly followed Section 78-45-7.5(7) (b) in 
imputing income to defendant based upon her employment potential 
and probable earnings as derived from work history, occupation 
qualifications, and prevailing earnings for persons of similar 
backgrounds in the community. There is no physical or emotional 
reason defendant cannot work full time (Ruling R.235). She 
testified that she was able to work full time (R.182). The Court 
decision imputed a minimum of $2.80 per hour times 40 hours per 
week to be $112.00, plus at least $25.00 tips a day for five days, 
being $125.00. This adds up to $237.00 per week times 4.3 weeks 
per month to be $1019.00 imputed per month (Ruling R.235-237). 
$112.00 imputed weekly wages 
125.00 imputed tips for 5 days 
$237.00 per week 
4.3 weeks per month 
$1019.00 imputed income per month to defendant. 
I worked 20 hours a week at $2.80 and my tips averaged about 
$100.00 (R.182). 20 hours a week is 2-1/2 days. Was her tips near 
$200.00 for 5 days? She and the employer considered 20 hours a 
week as full-time ( R.182). She volunteered to be under-employed. 
If the defendant is satisfied to seek only employment at $2.80 
per hour, then that is her privilege. Employment at $5.92 per hour 
times 40 hours per week is $237.00. Defendant is at least 
qualified to work as a waitress full time. 
Unstated findings can be implied if it is 
reasonable to assume that the trial court 
actually considered the controverted evidence 
and necessarily made a finding to resolve the 
controversy, but simply failed to record the 
factual determination it made, (cases omitted) 
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A finding may be implied if it is clear from 
the record, and therefore apparent upon 
review, that the finding was actually made as 
part of the tribunal's decision. Hall v Hall, 
219 UAR at 31. 
It is clear that findings were actually made as part of the 
trial court's considered decision (Ruling at R.225-247). 
THE COURT'S DECISION CONSIDERED THE FINANCIAL CONDITIONS 
AND NEEDS OF DEFENDANT, AND HER ABILITY TO PRODUCE INCOME, 
AND THE ABILITY OF PLAINTIFF TO PAY, IN FASHIONING ALIMONY 
FOR DEFENDANT. 
1. In Schindler v. Schindler, 776 P. 2d 84, the court 
outlined the factors to be considered by a trial court in 
determining alimony: (1) the financial conditions and needs of the 
receiving spouse; (2) the ability of the receiving spouse to 
produce a sufficient income for herself; and (3) the ability of the 
responding spouse to provide support. If these three factors have 
been considered, we will not disturb the trial court's alimony 
award unless such a serious inequity has resulted as to manifest a 
clear abuse of discretion. Moreover, in considering these factors, 
the trial court is required to make adequate factual findings from 
all material issues, unless the facts in the record are clear, 
uncontroverted, and capable of supporting only a finding in favor 
of the judgment, Chambers v. Chambers, 198 UAR 49. 
A. The trial court considered these factors and imputed 
to the defendant that she has the physical and emotional ability to 
produce some income for herself. The court considered that the 
ability of the plaintiff and his disposable income was not 
sufficient to provide defendant more than $100.00 per month 
alimony. 
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B. The Court: Is there any physical reasons why you 
canft work full time? Right now, no (R.182). Her ability and 
potential is at least $112.00 wages for five days work, plus 
$200.00 in tips being $312.00 a week times 4.3 weeks results in 
$1341.60 employment income per month, plus $402.00 per month child 
support resulting in $1743.60 income per month. 
THE COURT'S DECISION CONSIDERED CORRECT INCOME 
IN FASHIONING GUIDELINE CHILD SUPPORT 
2231.00 plaintiff's gross income 
1019.00 imputed to defendant 
3250.00 for guideline child support = 402.00 per month. 
68% plaintiff. 32% defendant. 
THE COURT AWARDED DEFENDANT ONE-HALF OF THE 
RETIREMENT ACCOUNT AVAILABLE FOR DIVISION 
The balance in the account is $67,399.15 available for 
division. See Amended Decree (R.126) and QDRO (in the file) 
providing for equal division. 
In Barnes v. Barnes, 217 UAR at 30 the trial court divided the 
entire retirement fund equally. Both parties agree the proper 
amount to be divided is the amount remaining after subtracting the 
funds spent on bona fide marital expenses. We reverse and remand 
for a recalculation of the amount each party should receive. 
THE DECISION AWARDING NO ATTORNEY FEES TO 
DEFENDANT WAS WITHIN THE SOUND DISCRETION 
OF THE COURT. 
Sec.30-3-3 provides the court may order a party to pay 
attorney fees to the other party. Both the decision to award 
attorney fees and the amount of such fees, are within the sound 
discretion of the court. Kerr v. Kerr, 610 P2d 1380. Any award 
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must be based on the evidence of the financial need of the 
receiving spouse, and the ability of the other spouse to pay, and 
the reasonableness of the requested fees, Rasband v. Rasband, 752 
P.2d 1331, and the court may consider **** the result attained. 
Exhibit 6 explains plaintiff's net income every 2 weeks is 
about $317.57. 
The Court: There's no more money to switch money around to 
pay each other's attorney fees (Ruling at 247). 
CONCLUSION 
The considered decision and Ruling by the District Court 
(R.225-247) should be upheld and the Amended Decree affirmed. They 
are consistent with the law and evidence. The evidence shows (1) 
that plaintiff does not have the ability to pay defendant more 
than $100.00 per month alimony, or pay her attorney fees (2) that 
defendant is physically able to work full time but voluntarily 
remains underemployed (3) that imputed income was properly 
considered for all purposes (4) that the available value of the 
retirement amount for division was equally divided (5) that in the 
sound discretion of the district court the demeanor and credibility 
of Mrs. Metcalf could be considered, 
NOVEMBER 
Metcalf could be considered. 
/ JT ,1993. \dCijJL^£ Q*WJlSl/H^ 
WALKER E. ANDERSON 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that 2 copies of the foregoing Brief Of Appellee 
were mailed, postage paid, to Attorney Laura L. Boyer, 3587 W. 4700 
S. Salt Lake City, Utah 84118, and to Assistant Attorney General, 
Karma K. Dixon, P.O. Box 1980, Salt Lajce Cj.ty* UtA84110-1980 this 
November / «P ,1993. 
k it  
WALKER E. ANDERSON 
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ADDENDUM 
1. Amended Decree Of Divorce And Judgment. 
FILED WSTRICT COURT 
Third Judiciai District 
WALKER E. ANDERSON UTAH STATE BAR #113 
Mountain America Credit Union Building 
660 South 200 East, Suite 305 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: (801) 363 6426 
Telcopier: (801) 322 3904 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
DENNIS LEON METCALF, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
ARLENE ANN METCALF and 
the STATE OF UTAH, DEPARTMENT 
OF HUMAN SERVICES, 
Defendant. 
This case and action came on regularly for trial before 
this Court on June 11, 1993. Plaintiff and his Attorney Walker E. 
Anderson were present. Defendant, Arlene Ann Metcalf was present 
with her Attorney Laura L. Boyer. The State of Utah was 
represented by Assistant Attorney General Karma K. Dixon. Some 
Stipulations were made to the Court. Other issues were tried. 
Testimony was taken. Some exhibits were received. Arguments were 
heard. The Court having made and entered its Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law now 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED AS FOLLOWS: 
JtiL t 2 1993 
By-/rt T K^&gfcJba^^ 
G*Puty Clark 
AMENDED 
DECREE OF DIVORCE 
AND JUDGMENT 
Civil No. 924902516DA 
JUDGE TIMOTHY R. HANSON 
Exhibit "A" 
1. Dennis Leon Metcalf and Arlene Ann Metcalf are granted a 
Decree of Divorce dissolving the bonds of matrimony heretofore 
existing between them which Decree is final upon entry. 
2. Arlene Ann Metcalf is awarded the permanent care, custody 
and control of Steven Metcalf (born April 5, 1978) and Jeremy 
Metcalf (born December 1, 1980) subject to the following rights of 
reasonable visitation periods and times by Dennis Leon Metcalf: 
A. Alternate Weekends from Friday 6 p.m. until Sunday 6 p.m. 
B. Alternate Wednesdays from 5:30 p.m. until 8:30 p.m. 
C. Christmas Day from 1:00 p.m. through 1/2 of the childrens 
total Christmas school vacation. 
D. Thanksgiving in even years beginning in 1994 from the day 
before Thanksgiving at 6:00 p.m. until Sunday at 6:00 p.m. 
E. Easter in odd years beginning in 1995 from Friday at 6:00 
p.m. until Sunday at 6:00 p.m. 
F. Alternate other major holidays from 6:00 p.m. the day 
before the holiday until 6:00 p.m. on the holiday. 
G. Holiday visitation to take precedence over weekend 
visitation, and no changes should be made to the regular 
rotation of the alternating weekend schedule. 
H. Plaintiff should have Fatherfs Day as appropriate from 
6:00 p.m. the day before until 6:00 p.m. the day of. 
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I. Defendant should have Mother's Day as appropriate from 
6:00 p.m. the day before until 6:00 p.m. the day of. 
J. Each child's birthday and Plaintiff's birthday one evening 
during the week of the birthday from 5:30 p.m. until 8:30 
p.m. 
K. Four (4) continuous weeks during the summer with written 
notice of dates provided to the Defendant by May 1st with 
the Defendant to have alternate weekends, holiday, and 
phone visitation during that time. 
L. Two 2 week periods per year, with written notice of dates 
to the Defendant at least 30 days prior to visitation with 
the Defendant to have alternate weekends, holiday, and 
phone visitation during that time. 
M. Each parent shall be allowed two weeks per year 
uninterrupted possession of the childt n for purposes of 
vacation, provided the same does not interfere with 
holiday visitation per above, and each parent shall notify 
the other in writing of such two week period at least 3 0 
days in advance. 
N. Reasonable telephone visitation before 8:00 p.m. 
0. Other times as the parties may agree. 
3. Dennis Leon Metcalf shall continue to provide and maintain 
current group policy of major medical insurance available 
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through his employment for the benefit of Steven Metcalf and Jeremy 
Metcalf until they reach the age of eighteen or emancipation. 
A* Arlene Ann Metcalf shall pay all routine medical and 
dental expenses, including routine office visits, physical 
examinations, and immunizations incurred for the 2 children. 
B. That any extraordinary medical expenses for the children 
if not paid by the medical policy insurance coverage through Dennis 
Metcalf fs employment, then the extraordinary medical expenses shall 
be paid 68% by Dennis Metcalf and 32% by Arlene Metcalf. 
4. Mr. and Mrs. Metcalf are mutually restrained and ordered 
not to bother, molest, harass, threaten or interfere with the other 
at any time and place. 
5. Each party is ordered to assume and pay his or her own 
debts incurred after the parties separation June 2, 1992 and hold 
the other harmless therefrom. 
6. Mr. Metcalf is ordered to pay child support, commencing 
July 1, 1993, for the parties two children in the total amount of 
$4 02.56 per month to the Office of Recovery Services, P.O. Box 
45011, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84145 unless the Office gives written 
notice that payments should be sent elsewhere. 
7. That the State of Utah Office of Recovery Services will 
prepare a NOTICE TO WITHHOLD, commencing July 1, 1993, under Part 
IV Chapter 11, Title 62A, Utah Code as Amended, and serve Mr. 
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Metcalffs employer, Payroll Department, Central Valley Water, 800 
West Central Valley Road, Salt Lake City, Utah 84119, to withhold 
$4 02.56 each month for child support. 
8. A Qualified Domestic Relations Order shall issue as it 
relates to the Central Valley Water Reclamation Facility retirement 
plan of Mr. Metcalf with 50% of the value of the amount of the 
retirement as of the date that the Decree is entered to Arlene Ann 
Metcalf, which QDRO will be prepared by her attorney. 
9. Mr. Metcalf will continue to pay the loan amount borrowed 
from the retirement plan, and hold Mrs. Metcalf harmless therefrom. 
10. The home and real property located at 6028 W. Brass Place, 
Kearns, Utah 84118 shall be immediately sold for a reasonable 
offer. If there is any equity remaining after the closing, it 
shall be paid to Mrs. Metcalf. If there is any deficiency 
remaining after the closing, Mr. and Mrs. Metcalf shall be 
responsible and liable equally to pay the deficiency. 
11. Mr. Metcalf shall pay alimony to Mrs. Metcalf of $100.00 
per month, in accord with Section 30-3-5. 
12. Mr. and Mrs. Metcalf shall work out an agreement for their 
individual financial benefits regarding the two tax exemptions of 
the children. 
13. Each party shall pay their own costs and attorney fees. 
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14. Each party shall sign and deliver any and all documents 
necessary to carry out the terms and conditions of the Decree and 
Judgment. 
15. Mr. Metcalf is awarded the following described personal 
property in his control and possession: Trailer, 1965 G.T.O., 
Truck, Lawn Mower, Camera, 1/2 Albums, 1/2 Cassettes, Movie 
Cassettes, CD. fs, Entertainment Center, T.V. w/ remote, Stereo 
Receiver, Cassette Deck, V.C.R., CD. Player, Porcelain Doll, 
Tiffany Lamp, 4 Speakers, and Rotweiler (female). Mr. Metcalf 
shall immediately pick up from Mrs. Metcalf the motor equipment in 
the basement of the house. 
16. Mrs. Metcalf is awarded the following described personal 
property in her control and possession: Gas Barbecue, 1985 Monte 
Carlo, Sofa, T.V. w/ remote, V.C.R., Kitchen set, 2 Bar Stools, 
Microwave, Refrigerator, Bedroom Set, Washer & Dryer, 1/2 Albums, 
1/2 Cassettes, Table Lamp, End Tables, House Decor, Linen, Kitchen 
Ware, and Phone. Mr. Metcalf shall have the Gas Barbecue delivered 
to Mrs. Metcalf, 
17. That Plaintiff is ordered to maintain hZs current life 
insurance policy naming the minor children of t#e parties as sole, 
irrevocable beneficiaries thereof. 
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Approved as to fgrm: 
A t t o r n e y fory M r s . ^ e t c a l f 
i t a t e o: ^KARMA K. DIXdN, f Utah 
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